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BeforeHOLLAND, BERGER andJACOBS, Justices.
ORDER

This 18" day of December 2009, upon consideration of thefdof
the parties and the Family Court record, it app&athe Court that:

(1) The appellant, Candy L. Snyder (“Mother”), regspealed the
Family Court’s order of April 15, 2009 that denilkdr Request for Review
of a Commissioner’'s Order. Having concluded the tommissioner’s
order was improvidently issued, we reverse the Fa@ourt’'s judgment

and remand the matter for further proceedings.

! The caption reflects pseudonyms previously assignethe Court. Del. Supr. Ct. R.
7(d).



(2) It appears from the record that the appeNéstthew R. Snyder
(“Father”), filed a petition for modification of dd support in February
2008. After a hearing on August 27, 2008, a comsiomer issued a
permanent modification support order (hereinaftmmimissioner’'s support
order”) dated August 29, 2008.

(3) On September 23, 2008, Mother filed a documemttled
“‘objections to order.” Mother's objections soughtlief from the
commissioner’'s support order. By order dated QGatob5, 2008, the
commissioner denied Mother’s objections on thedtmat “[a]ll issues were
addressed at the child support hearing.”

(4) Mother appealed the commissioner’'s October2098 order to
this Court. On November 13, 2008, the Clerk issaigubtice directing that
Mother show cause why the appeal should not beisgah for this Court’s
lack of jurisdiction to consider an appeal from @menissioner’s order.
Eventually, the Court dismissed Mother's appeal whlee did not respond
to the notice to show cause.

(5) On November 13, 2008, Mother filed a RequesReview of a

Commissioner's Order. In her request, Mother sougdview of the

2 Snyder v. Snyder, 2009 WL 189885 (Del. Supr.).
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commissioner’s October 15, 2008 order and “to makery objection filed
In response to [the commissioner’s support ord@draof . . . [the] review.”
(6) After an independent review of the record andle novo
determination of the commissioner’s October 15,800@der, the Family
Court accepted the order “in whole.” The Familyu@aleclined to review
the commissioner’s support order, however, on thsisbthat Mother’s
November 13, 2008 request for review was untimgfdfas to that order.
This appeal followed.

(7) A party’'s right to review of a commissionedsder is governed
by title 10, section 915(d)(1) of the Delaware CddEhat section provides:
Any party, except a party in default of appearabegore a
Commissioner, may appeal a final order of a Comones to a
judge of the Court by filing and serving writtenj@ttions to
such order, as provided by rules of the Court, wi80 days
from the date of a Commissioner’s order. A judféhe Court
shall make a de novo determination of those pastiohthe
Commissioner’s order to which objection is made judge of
the Court may accept, reject or modify in wholeropart the
order of the Commissioner. The judge may also ivece

evidence or recommit the matter to the Commissiomgin
instruction?
(8) In this case, it appears to the Court thathdotvas effectively

denied her statutory right to appeal the commissisrsupport order when

her timely-filed “objections to order” were considd by a commissioner

j Del. Code Ann. tit. 10 § 915(d)(1) (Supp. 2008).
Id.



and not a judge. In the interest of justice, whk s@mand this matter to the
Family Court with instructions to (i) vacate thenamissioner’s October 15,
2008 order and (ii) make @ novo determination of the commissioner’s
support order under section 915(d)(1) after comsigeMother’s “objections
to order’nunc pro tunc.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the judgmenttbé
Family Court is REVERSED. This matter is REMANDEDr further
proceedings in accordance with this Order.

BY THE COURT:

/sl Carolyn Berger
Justice




